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No. 9/ 5184-6L ah!6778 . In pursurile ferro of uidi 17.the Mine Busiilites with 
( entrai Act No.XIV of 1947), the Governor ofHaryana is pleased to publish the following award uf the Presiding 
Officer , Industria Tribunal, Faridabad in respect of the di pute between the workmen and managernent ofM s 
Eicher Goodcarth Ltd. N.I.T., Faridabad : - .. 


BEFORE SHRI R.N. BATRA , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , HAR ) ANA , 

FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 111,1983 


herleent ! 


SHRI SATISH CHAND ,WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M ;S EICHER GOODIEARTH 

LTD ., N.L.T., FARIDABAD 


Present :- Siri Darshan Singh for the workian . 


7. 


Shri R.C. Sharma for the Management 


WARD 


AWARD 


In exercise of powers conferred bclause (l) of sub - section (1)of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, the Governor of Haryana referred the following Dispute between the workman Shri Satish 
Chand and the Management of M /s EicherGoderarth Ltd., N.I.T., Faridabad , to this Tribunal for adjudication : 


Wltether the termination of service of SI 

what relief is he entitler > 


Sitish Chud .. justicid and it wider . If not, ille 


2. It may be mentioned that the notices were issued 10 both the parties. The claimant in his claim state . 
mient, dlated 8th April , 1983 alleged that c was working as a permanent workman at Rs. 340 permonth with 
cffect from st March , 1931 and that his services were lerininated on 1st Deceruhr, 1982 without any chiarge 
slicet cic, and that 10 payment was made to luin uider the provisions of Section 25 - F of the Industrial Disputes 
Act , 1947. I wis allcged that the içrmination was illegal and unjustified and as such , the claimant was en 
titled 10 reinstatement with full back wage . 


3. "Thc respondent company in their written statement, cated 812 April , 1983 pleaded that the 
claimant was working as a casual workman and be worked for 210 days only during the years 1981 and 1982 
and as such , the Manageinent was witin its right to terminate his service who has no lien on the post . 

- 


4. The workman in his rejvinder , dated the 15th May, 1984 , -reiterated the pleas taken in the claiin 


statement, 


- 


5. On the pleadings of the porties, the following , issue was framed on 15th May , 1984 :--- 

whether the termination of service of Shri Satish Chand was justified and in order ? If not , 

to what relief is hc cntitled ? 


6. It may be mentionted that both the partius led evidence. After going through the save and 
hearing their representatives, ny findings or the above issue is as under im 


- 


Issuc No. II 


11 


7. The Management has examincil Skiri Nätal r.1 Siny ( 1-1) viw tated that whenever the 
work load justified , they used to employ the casual worker s to cope with the increased work . He further 
stated that casu i workers were paid on daily ralé system and that the claimant was the casua Worker. 
in their factory , llc also stated that he has prepiired the chart Ex.M -1 regarding the wages paid to the 
claimant in which full details of attendance had been given and that Ex . M -2 was the report regarding the 
conciliation proceedings. 


8. The workman Shri Satish Chand had appeared as WW -1 and stated that he was ernployed in 
the factory as helper in Tractor Assembly Department. He then stated that he was not allowed to join duty 
in December , 1982 and no letter was given to him while terminating his service nor any charge -sheet was issued . 
He further stated that no compensation etc. was paid to him and that he worked in the factory continuously . 
He further stated that some new person had been employed by the management in his place and that he 
was unemployed 


even now . 


-- 
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9. The case of the Managenient is that the claimant was a casual worker and he had worked for 2104 
days during the period 1st March , 1981 to 1st December, 1982 and as such , he was not cntitled to compen 
sation etc. and that the Management was within its right to terminate his service . The ruling reported as 
Lalappa Lingappa and others and Laxmi vi:hnu Textile fills , Sholapur, 1981-1- LLJ-page 308. has been relied 
upon in which it is laid down that the permanent employees were not entitled to payment of gratuity for the 
yeaȚs threy rc-aimed absent without leave and had actually worked for less than 240 days in a year. The ruling 
is based on the provisions of Section 25-C of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the explanation of which deals 
with a badli workman . It may be mentioned at this stage that it is not the case of any party in the pleadings 
that the claimant was a badli workman . As such , the provisions of Section 25 - C of the industrial Disputes 
Act. are of no help to the Management. Firther the claimant has not alleged that he was entitled to payment of 
gratuity but, on the other bænd , he as deposed that lie was entitled to compensation etc. under the provisions of 
Sectian 25 :E.,of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 .. #Thexruling reported as 1981--1-1.Ll-parc 303 (supra ) deals 
with the Payine: it of Gratuity , and is thus.ol no help to the Managemeni. The testimony of the workmanee 
that he worked ontinuously with the repondut actory where he casi di an anag :mul that has oiked 
for less than 241 days . Ex.V - 1 is the chart in which the details ofaltenciance of the claimant have been gilen . 
In , the ruling reported The Kapurthala Central Co -operative Bank Lid ., Kapurthala vs. The Presiding Officer , 
labour Court , Jullundur and others , 1984 Lab . J.C. page 974. it has been held by the Ho nablc Punjab and 
Haryana High Court that where the services of the workmen were terminated on their rendering 230 days service 
with - lotional breaks when the work of the workmen was satisfaci.ry and others hitd been recruited in their 
place, it was instance of uniair labour practice arici when the vorlinin were entitled to luinstatement the 
logical consequerice was that they should ge their full back wages. In the chart Ex.- -1 . the servico rendered 
by the claimant has been shown with notional breaks for example 2.3.1981 to c.3.3.81.9.3.81 10 ! 3.3.1981. 14.3.81 
16.3.1981 to 19-3-1981, 23.3.1981 to 26.3, 19:31, 303.1981 to 31.3. 1981, 2.4 . 1981 to 4.4 .-1981 and so on Following 
the above ruling of the Hon able Punjab and Haryana High Cout which fully appijes to the facts of the prescut 
case , it is held that the termination of the service of the claimant by the managenient was illegal bacause on the 
basis of the notional breaks in service , the period was shown ldss than 240 days. in that rullings , the workmen 
were held entitkd to reinstatement because the pracice of retreching the worknjan by showing notional breaks 
was not upheld . Consequently the provisio as of Section 25 - F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 apply to the 
case of thc applicant. Since this provision has not been complied with such , therefore, the termination of service 
of the clainant was neither justificd nor in order and as such , the claimant is entitled to remstatement with full 
back wages. The award is passed accordingly . , 


R. N. BATRA . 


Dated the 14th September, 1984 . 


Presiding Officer , 
industiral Tribunal, Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


Endst. No. 949. drted the 4th Septemher. 1984 , 


heal4th 


- 


Forwarced (four copies ) to the Commissioner and Secretary io Governnieni, Harvaril, Labour and 
Employment Departments, Chandigarh as required under Section 1.5 for the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 


.. 


R. N. BATRA 

Presiding Officer , 
Industrial Tribunal. Haryana , 

Faridabad . 


The 


11th October 


1984 


- 


No. 9/ 5 /84-6Lab /6844. - In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (Central Act No. XIV of 1947 ), ibc Governor of Haryan 1 is pleased to publish the following award of 
the Presiding Officer, Industrial Tribunal, Faridabad in respect of the dispute between the workmen and manage 
ment of M /s P.D. Engineering Works, Ncar l ress Colony , N.I.T., Faridabad : 


BEFORE SHRI R. V. BARTA , PRESIDING OFFICER , INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL , HARYANA , 

FARIDABAD 


Reference No. 362/1982 


tellteen 
SHRI UMA DUTT SHARMA , WORKMAN AND THE MANAGEMENT OF M ;S P.D. ENGINEERING 

WORKS, NEAR I RESS COLONY, N.I.T., FARIDABAD , 
Préseni Sh1K.P. Singb for the workman , 

Shri RC. Sharma for the management. 


- 
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In exercise of powers conferred by clause of (d ) of sub - section (1) of Section - 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 the Governor of Haryana referred to following dispute between Shri Una Dutta Sharma, 
Workman and the Management of M /s P.D. Engineering Works, Near Press Colony , N.IT Faridabad , to 
this Tribunal for adjudication : - 


1 


as 


( 1) Whether the termination of service of Shri Uma Dutta Sharma , was justified and in order ? 

If not , to what reljef is he entitled , ? 
2. Notices were issued to both the parties . The demand notice dated 15th June, 1982 was treated 

claim statement on the request of the workman . It was alleged that the claimant was appointed as 
Shapermar on 1st November , 1973. in the tespondent factory at Rs. 475. per month and was promoted as 
Die Fitter-in 1979 at. Rs. 740 per month . It was then alleg.1 that on t i April. 1987. the workman decided to 
Taise a general demand through the union and that Tour vonan Cuthoriend to çion the general demand 
notice including the claimant. It was further alleged that on 14th April, 1982, a churgesheet dated 3th Aprii, 
1982 containing the false allegations was served on the claimant who was suspended on 17th April , 1982. It 
was alleged that no proper opportunity was gi on to the claimant to defend himself in the domestic enquiry 
and that a complaint was filed in that respect . It was then alleged that the Management had acted in a reven 
geful manner and had terminated the service of the claimant illegaly , due to which lie was entitled to be iein 
stated with full back wages . 

3. The respondent factory in its written statement dated 17th November, 1982 pleaded that the ciaimant 
was chargesheeted on 14th April, 1982 because on 8th April, 1982 he left the factory without any intimation 
after working half an hour after luncı time and that on 9th April 1932. when he came for duty, he was enquired 
about his behavour dated 8th April , 1982 when he misbehaved and abused the officers of the factory. It 
was further pleaded that the enquiry officer held the enquiry in which the claimant was represented by his 
representative Shri Ram Avtar and was given full opportunity to cross examine the witnesses of the Management. 
The Enquiry Officer found that the charges against the claimant were correct and that a show cause notice was 
issued to the claimant as to why the punishment of dismssal may 110t be awarded to him that after considering 
the entire matter , the claimant was dismissed from service. It was further pleaded that the enquiry was held 
according the principles of natural justice and that the punishment was quite in proportionate to the gravity of the 
misconduct. It was denied that the Management acted in a revengeful manner. It was then pleaded that the 
enquiry was fair and proper and in case the enquiry.was found to be vitiated , the Nfanagement was entitled to 
produce their evidence and reserves their right to adduce evidence in support of the charges. 


4. The claimant in his rejoinder dated dated 29th December, 1982 reiterated the pleas taken in the 
demand notice and denied that the enquiry was fair and proper. 


INV 


5. On the pleadings of the parties, the following issues were framed 

(1) Whether the enquiry is iuit aici proper ? Anni 
(2 ) Whether the termine.tion of service of Shri Uina Dutt Sharma was justified and in order ? If 

not, to what relief is he entitled ? 
5. Issue No. I was treated as preliminary issue. The Management has examined two witnesses and 
decuments Ex . M - 1 10 M -20 have bein tendered into evidenc :. The workman appeared as WW -1 and documents 
Ex . W - 1 to W - 7, have been tende ed into evidence. After going through the evidence and bearing both the 
sides, iny findings on the above issues are as under : 


Issue 


No. 1 . 


WELS 


7. The Management examined Shri Satish Kumar Ahuja as MW - 1 who stated that hc 
appointed as Enquiry Officer by the Management.vide letter Ex. M -1 and that Ex. M -2 was the chargesheet. 
He furtber stated that notice Ex. M - 3 was sent by him and that Ex. M -4 were the proceedings held by him in 
the presence of the claimant and his representative. He also stated that the claimant was given full opportunity 
to cross examine the witnesses pro luced by the 

the Management. He then 

stated that the claimant 
was given full opportunity to produce defence evidence but no witness was produced by him . 
He then stated that Ex . M - were the findings given by him in that enquiry and that 
Ex. M -6 to M - 16 were produced by the Management in that enquiry. The documents Ex . M - 17 to M - 20 were 
tendered into evidence by the Management. MW - 2 Shri Khazan Singh stated he left the service of the respondent 
in the year 1980 that the claimant had cited him as a wildcss in domestic enquriy . He did not appear before 
theenquiry office due to his illness and that he sent the leavo application in the factory . Shri Uina Dutt Claimant 

stated that he was employed as Shaperman on 1st November , 1976 in the respondent factory and was working 
was Die Fitter when he was dismissed by the Management and was drawing Rs. 740 per inonth .. 

He further 
stated thaton 14th April , 1982 he received the chargesheet and that the eqnuiry held by Shri Satish Kumar Ahuja . 
He further stated that he filed a compliant copy . Ex . W - 1 a gauast the Enquiry Officer ind that Ex , W -2 was the 
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postalreceipt and Ex . W -3 was the A.D. rec :ipt. He further state that Ex . W-+ was the copy of the reply sent to 
the chargesheet . He further stated that he was not given any opportunity to produce defence evidence even though 
his witness Shri Khanzan Singh was admitted in the Hospital due to accident, while the other witness Shri Mahesh 
Palhad proceded on leave. He further stated that on 8th April, 1982, he did not go inside the factory be 
cuse his son Wis ill and he went there : fter 12.00 von at the gate of the factory . He further stated that Ex 
W -5 wis the copy of the medical certific ; te and Et. W -6 was the copy of the leave application . The letter o 
ippointinent Ex W - 7 has been proved by: lin . 


8. Tlie testimony uf Shri Satish Kumar Ahuja MW -l is to the effect that the enquiry was held by him 
nordance with rules and that full opportunity was given to thewo km in to cross-examine the witness produced 
by the Managenient, why was represented by Shri Ram Avat l. Ex . M -2 is the copy of the chargesheet dated 
14th Aprili 1982 ithe allegations mentioned in this documentwere that the claimant aid not come on duty 
on 8th Anril, 1982 in the morning but he cnu at 12-20 afternoon and lett tile factory after about forty minutes 
Hitli sul porn 5,1 mil 11 iyicer tundi ... 2 : i , i doc . was . 1124 tra cristigligt..ber of the Factuly 
thr, ugh she K.K. Mishra to explain ! is position when the claimant stated that on 8th April, 1982 he was 
nor in a mood and that he was the owaer vi his mood , while the Managing partner was 

the owner 
of the factory . It w.:s further alleged that ini claiminl stated that he had not done anything cew and will 
do the same in turture and that the Managing Parther could do whatever he liked . Ex. ( 1-4 contains the 
enquiry proceedings , which show that the claimant was represented by Shri Ram Avtar and that the Manage 
inent exitimined Shri MW -1 Shri Surinder Pal Singh , Vinaging Parner of the Factory: N1W -2 Shri O.P. Dhingra , 
Partner of the factory and MW -3 Shri K.K.Mishra Füreinan ,who had reported the matter to the Management, 
ride report Ex. M - 1, Shri Minto De Nath MW -2 was also produced by the Management, in 
the enquiry proceedings. All these persons fully supported the chargesmade against the claimant and they 
Here cross - examined on behalf of the claiminti Tuis documeat farther shows that the Management 
closed their evidence on 14th May, 1982 and the claimint was called upon to produce his evidence, but the enquiry 
was adjourned to 18th May , 1982 

on his request: On 18th May , 1982 the claimant examined 
when the enquiry was adjourned to 21st May , 1982 on the request of the claimant clearly sta.ting that 
no further ophortunity would be given to the claimant on 21st May , 1982. 310 witness was produced by the 
claimant ani states thit his representative was ill. Th : enquiry ofíicer closed the defence evidence holding that 
110 medical cortificate of the repreia ititive_hii bęen filed and that last opportunity was given to the claimant, 
but he had failed to aviil of the same. The Enquiry Officer thus submitted iis report on 26th May: 1982 Ex . 
M -S , holding that the charges levelled against the claimant stood proved . The detailed reasons are given by the 
Enquiry Officer in his report Ex. M -5 . Show culise notice datei 5th June, 1982 Ex . M -7 was given to the 
claimant and thereafter the Management discaissed the claimant on 11th June , 1982 ,-ride letter Ex. M - 20 . 
" The evidence led by the Management, therefore, shows that the charge -sheet was served on the claimant, who 
sulmitted his reply dated 16th April, 1982 Ex, M -8 when the Enquiry Officer was appointed who held the . 
enquiry in the presence of Shri Ram Avtar representative of the workman and that the witnesses produced 
by the Management were cross -examined and that the claimant alone appeared in thic witness box in his defence 
de arter considering the entire evidence, tiny Enquiry oricor found that tile roorges agairst the claimant stood 
poured and ultiraately the claiin :int was lis nisi. 


.. 


was 


9. The claimint has deposed thatno fair and proper enquiry was held because he was not given full 
opportunity to produce defence evidence . He produced the photostat copy of the leave application dated 8th April, 
1982 Ex . W -6 ind photostat copy of the r1 : lical certificate Ex, W - 5 to the effect that. his son Subhash Chand 
was recommended rest for four days on 7t1 April, 1982 by Dr. K.L. Chaudhary of Faridabad . He lias deposed 
that he did not come for duty on 8th Ap -il, 1982 in morning due to illiness of his son and that he came to the 
factory gate at about 12.00 noon but he could not haud over the documents Ex . W -5 and W - 6 because the Fore 
man and the Manager were not wailable ind lu2 had informed Shri Khazan Singh , before the Enqziury Officer 
he had deposed that the Forem 111 and the M.111921were not available in the factory and lie informed Shri 
Khuzan Singh and Shri Mahesh that he had come to handover the leave application . If the Foreinan and the 
Manager were not available , the live application with m : iical certificate could be handed over in the office. 
The crise of the Management is that the clainant worked for 40 minutes in the afternoon and left the factory 
without permission on the 3th April, 1982 MW - 1 Shri Surinder Paul Singh stated in cross -examination before 
tic Enquiry officer that the signatures of the claimant did not appear in the attendance sheet which was kept at the 
gate of the factory but he stated that the clz mint did not affix his signature in that document on 8t! April, 1982 
because previously he did not do so several imes and that the Chowkidar used to obtain his signatures lateron . 
Consequently there is no force in the plez taken by the workman that he did not come for duty on 8th April, 1982 . 
On the other 1721 , th : evidence le :1 by the M111geneat shows that the claimant worked for 40 minutes in the 
-afternoon on that date and left the factory without obtaining permission . 

10. The workman has produced copy of the complaint Ex . W.I sent by him on 18th May, 1982,-vide 
postal receipt Ex. W - 2 and A.D. receipt Et. W - 3 in which it was alleged that the proceedings of the enquicy were 
not being recorded properly by the Enquiry Officer. This document do not help the claimant because the proceed . 
inues of the enquiry . Ex , M -4 have been proved by thc Enquiry Officer which are in details and show that the 
claimint ciuss-examined all the witnesses produced by the M109 garment and that his representative Shri Avta7 
Singh was also resent. Ex . W - 4 is the copy of the reply sent to the charge- sheet by the workman . Esi .W - r 
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is the copy of the Appointment letter of the claimanti The appointment letter contains the terms and condition 
on which the claimant was appointed on 1st N5vember . 197. Conscquently the evidence led by the 
wirkmin does not show that the enquiry wis not held properly. 

11. Tin Management prbduced MW -1 Shri Surinder Paui Sirigh . MW -2. Shri O.P. Dhingra and MW -3 
Shri K.K. Mishri in the enquiry proceedings, who deposed that t he ciaimant was called by Shri Surinder Paul 
Singh on 9th April, 1982 to explain his atsence , dated 8th April, 1982 when tre claimant stated that he was 
110t in a mund to work on that date and that he was the owner of his own nood while Shri Surinder Paul Singh 
way the owner of the factory and further that the claimant told aim that it was not a new thing and he would 
repeat the same in future. The report of the Enquiry Officer is based on the testimony of these witnesses 
ind after considering the same, the Enquiry Officer found that these charges against the claimant stood proved . 
T icre is no cogent evidence from the work inan s sid to rcbut this evidence . 

12. It was argued by the representative of the workman that no sufficient opportunity was given to the 
workman by the Inquiry Officer to produce his defence evidence on 15th Var . 1982 when the eriguiry was adjourn 
ed 1 1811 May, 1982. On 18th May . 1982 ibe worknian appeared ind on his request the enquiry was ad vi:rncd 
to 21st May, 1982 when it was clearly mentioned that no further opportunity will be given to him . On 21st May , 
1982, no witness of the worknag was present and themedical certificate of his representative Shri Ram Avtar was 
201 file.l die to which Enquiry Officer closed the evidence. Consequently , thie intimin d d not avail of thiec 
: pportunitics given to him in this respect an .) on this ground the enquiry proceedings calinette retarde. 

13. It was argued on behalf of the workman that merely because he remained absent for 1 day, was 
not ground to hold that he was guilty of misconduct. Reliance was placed on the ruling reported as Bawa 
Crockery Houst , Ltd., and R.N. Bhoumick , 1954- LUJ page 335, in which it is laid down that the abserce 
of the workman for half a day without justificacion could not be regarded either a grossi hreach of discipline or gross 
mugkignce of duty . The following to charges were framed against the workman : 

(1) absence from duty for half a day without permission on 13th Anuil, 1982 and 
(2) Misbehaviour with Shri Surinder Paul Singh on 9th April. 1982. 

Both the charges were proved against the worknian by the Enquiry Officcr in his report Ex . M -5 , as 
discussed above . As such , it cannot be helt that the workinan bas not committed any act of misconduct, and 
the this ruling is distinguishable on facts . The ruling reported as Dalmia Dadri Cement Ltd. & Shri Murari 
Lal Bikaneria . 1970 -I- LLI page 416 , was reiled upon by the Managcinent in which the doinestic enquiry was 
held by an Advocite , who was on certain occasions engaged by then as junior counsel and it was heli that this 
circumstance did not render luim incompetent to hold the domestic enquiry. In the present case the argunent 
advanced from the workman side to the effect that Shri Satish Ahuja, Enquiry Officer was an employee of the 
management is without any force because in the above rulings it is clearly laid down that an Advocate who was 
engaged on certain occasions could hold the doinestic enquiry . : Shri Satish Ahuja advoate was not full 
time employec of the Management but he was their part- time employee . The second ruling 
reported as Tata Oil Mills Company Ltd. and its workmen 1964 11. LLJ page 113, in which it is laid down that 
the reasonable opportunity to defend has to be given to the workman . As already mentioned above, the work 
man was given three opportunities to produc : defence ! evidence but he failed to produce any witness. The third 
ruling is reported as Woodbriar and Sussex Estates aod Their workers, 1960-11- LLJ page 673 in which it is laid 
down that there is no obligation on the Enquiry Officer to take down the evidence either in regional language 
or in the laguage known to the employee . Consequently the enquiry cannot be set aside merely because it was 
alleged that copies of the certain documents were not supplied to the workman in the language , which was known 

14. It was argued on behalf of the workman that the punishment awarded to the workman was dis 
proportionate to the misconduct complained of and as such the workman was entitled to reinstatementas the alle 
gations against him were of serious nature. Reliancellas -been placed on the ruling rénorted as The Management 
of the Federation of India Chamber of Comnierce and industry versus Their Workman R. K. Mittal. AIR - 1972 
jupreme Court 703, in which it is laid down thai alihough inc au.ro o punishment for .:15C01 :16L is a matter 
for the Management to decide and if there is justification for punishment iniposed , the Tribunal should not inter 
fete but where the punishment is so disproportionate that no reasonable employer would ever have imposed it 
in like circumstance , the Tribunal may treat the imposition of such yunishment as itself showing victamisation or 
unfair labour practice. The second ruling is reported : as. Sri Lakshmi Saraswathi Motor Transport Co. versus 
Labour Court,Madras and another , Vol. XXXI, F.J.R.page 543, in which it is laid down that where the punishment 
awarded by the eroployer is shockingly disproprotionato , regard being had to the particular conduct and the past 
record of the work iñan , or is such as no reasojable employer would ever impose in like circuinstances the Indus 
trial Tribunal would be justified in treating the imposition of such pupishinent itself as showing victimisation or 
unfair labour practice, entitling the Tribunal to interfere with the puni;hment. In the present case , the first charge 
against the claimant was that he absented hiriself for half a day without permission . It was not a serious charge 
because the workman has led evidence that his son was seriously ill . The second charge relating to 
9th April , 1982 was to the effect that claimant has told Shri Surinder Paul Singh , Managing Partner of the 
factory , thathe did not work on 8th April, 1982 because he was not in a mood to work and that he 

was, owne 


1 


to him . 


A 


11 
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of his mood, while Shri Surinder Paul Singh , Managing Partner was the ouder of his mood , while Shri Surinder 
Pau ! Singh , Mapaging Partner was the owner of tlie factory and further that the clainant would do so in future . 
As already mentioned above, the son of the claimant was seriously ill , due to which the workman was feeling 
upset and in that state of mind , be uttered certain tvords, which prove his misconduct, but the punishment 
awarded to the workman was disprop crtionate ! to his miscueduct Following the atore Tungs. the ends of 
justice woula be met if instead of dismissing the workman , he is reipstared but be deprived of three - fourth back 
wages for his misconduct. In view of the above discussion , it is held that the encuity against the workman was 
fair and proper, but dismissal of the workman was disproportionate to his misconduct and as such , the workmap 
is entitled to reinstatement, but would get one-fourth back wage . only. The inward is passed accordingly. 


. 


R. N. BATRA 


Dąted , the 14th September , 1934 . 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana , Faridabad . 


Endst No. 9576 dated 19th September, 184. 
Forwarded (four copies) to the Commissioner and Secretary to Government Haryana , Labour and Em 
ployment Departments , Chandigarh as required under Section 15 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 . 


. 


R. N. BATRA , 


1 


Presiding Officer, 
Industrial Tribunal, Haryana, 

Faridabad 
The 2814 September, 1984. 
No. 9/5/84-6L1b/6517. - In pursuance of the provisions of section 17 of the industrial Dispulcs Att, 1947 
(Central Act No. XIV of 1947 ), the Governor of Haryana is pleased to publish the following award of the 
Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Faridabad , in respect of the dispute between this workoan and the 
management of Ms Mac Metal Works. Plot No. 2, Gurukul Sarai. Faridabad : 


IN THE COURT OF SHRI R. N SINGAL , PRESIDING OFFICER . LABOUR COURT . 

FARIDABAD 
Reference No. 285 of 1982 
Referepce 

between 
SHRI AMARJEET, WORKMAN AND THE RESPONDENT-MANAGEMENT OF M /S 

MAC METAL WORKS, PLOT NO.2 , GURUKUL SARAI, FARIDABAD 
Present 
None for the parties . 

AWARD 
This reference has been referred to this court by the Hon ble Governor of Haryana , -vide 
his order No. ID /FD // 144182,49628 , dated 3rd November, 

November, · 1982 , under section 10 ( )(c) of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for adjudication of the industrial. dispute existing 

between 

Shri 
Amarjet, workinan aod the respondent-munagement of M /s Vac Metal Works, Plut No. 2. Gurukul 
Sarai,, Faridabad . The term of the reference was : 
Whether the termination of services of Shri Amarjeet was justified and in order ? If not, 

to what relief is he. Ontitled Pumpin 
Noac Ts appcared så b.half of either side . The pallar! mon a time Td 5 - mm 115.17 the 
workmaa is not interested to purs !le this reference . He ice 12 a : rd is gi en lå 1. dispute is puding 
betireen the parti s. 

RN, S !NGAL , 
Datod . Be 1.3th August , 1984 . 

Presiding Officer. 
La bou : Cuuri . Faridabad . 


Endorsement No.: 1984 , dated the 6th Sep embc : 
Forwarded four copies) .. 10 ibe Commisjoner and Secretary io Government, Hisyana , I abeur 
and Employment Departments. Chandigarb . as required under section 15 of the industrial Disputes 
Act , 19.17 

R. X SINGAL , 

Fresiding sticus . 
F 

Labru Couit. Faridabad . 


i 


